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returned to this country, this country 
would care for them. Unless the Repub-
lican majority considers proposals that 
fully meet the needs of veterans, as my 
colleagues and I have tried to do, they 
are breaking that covenant.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEARCE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

CONFIRMATION OF JUDICIAL 
NOMINEES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
point out to the body and the Amer-
ican people that the President had 
made an excellent nomination in the 
name of Miguel Estrada. And for 28 
months Mr. Estrada was held in limbo 
while we waited for the Constitution to 
be upheld in the other body. And that 
would be the advise and consent clause 
of the Constitution that establishes 
that the Senate shall confirm the 
President’s nominees. 

Now that 28 months and 5 days have 
passed, Mr. Estrada determined he 
needed to move on with his life. But 
the rules in the other body that estab-
lish a 60 percent vote to end a fili-
buster, have effectively established 
that standard as a requirement for a 
confirmation of a justice. 

And now today, and as I read some of 
the publications that are out, I am 
heartened to learn that through the 
newspapers that the other body is plan-
ning to debate judicial nominations 
starting on Wednesday evening of this 
week. They pledge to debate the issue 
all night to get their message to the 
American people. I applaud them in 
their endeavor, and I will do all I can 
to support their efforts. 

The blockage of judicial nominations 
by a determined minority is one of the 
most important issues before our Na-
tion. Nothing less than our Constitu-
tion is at stake. I believe the Constitu-
tion is clear: a minority cannot impose 
a supermajority requirement for con-
firmation of a judicial nominee. The 
President is entitled to confirmation of 
his nominees if they garner a simple 
majority. 

The advise and consent clause, which 
is article II, section 2 of the United 
States Constitution requires a simple 
majority of 51 votes for confirmation of 
a judicial nominee. Many nominees 
have 51 such votes. And that standard 
is the standard that has existed since 
the ratification of our Constitution in 
1789, well over 200 years. But there is a 
new standard now, brought about by 
the minority. I firmly believe that it is 

unconstitutional to require a higher 
standard. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all Members to avoid 
improper references to Senate pro-
ceedings, including confirmation of ju-
dicial proceedings. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
firmly believe that it is unconstitu-
tional to require a higher standard for 
nominees than the simple majority 
specified in our Constitution. Janice 
Rogers Brown, Carolyn Kuhl, Charles 
Pickering, William Pryor, and Priscilla 
Owen, who are all waiting to be con-
firmed, deserve an up-or-down vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring at-
tention to the House of a few of these 
well-qualified nominees. Janice Rogers 
Brown. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
gentleman will suspend. The Chair will 
again remind Members of the House to 
avoid improper references to Senate 
proceedings, including using Senate ac-
tion on particular nominees. 

The gentleman may continue. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I will 

adhere to that directive. I will say 
these are reliable people. And in the 
case of Janice Rogers Brown, she is a 
classic American success story. She is 
a daughter of an Alabama sharecropper 
who became a member of the California 
Supreme Court. She was reelected to 
the Supreme Court by 76 percent, 
which was the largest margin of any 
justice running that year. More impor-
tantly, she is a well-qualified and ex-
cellent judge. She applies the law with-
out bias and with an even hand. 

William Pryor, another nominee, has 
a model judicial temperament. As at-
torney general, Pryor has dem-
onstrated an ability to make decisions 
in full compliance with the letter of ex-
isting law, despite his own personal be-
liefs or preference. Even while Pryor 
personally opposed abortion, he has 
faithfully applied the Supreme Court’s 
rulings on partial birth abortion and 
instructed Alabama officials not to en-
force the State’s partial birth abortion 
ban in a way that would violate the 
case law. It is clear that William Pryor 
would interpret the law, not make the 
law from the bench. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the American 
people will support this endeavor.

I hope the American people will listen next 
week when the qualifications of nominees 
such as William Pryor, Janice Rogers Brown 
and others are debated by the other body. At 
issue is one of the most important Constitu-
tional questions of our time. Will the Constitu-
tion be upheld? Or will a determined minority 
be allowed to thwart the clear text of the 
Constitituion and the will of the American peo-
ple?

f 

TAXING THE DISABLED VETERAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, Novem-
ber 11, Veterans’ Day, more than 130,000 
of our troops are in Iraq and at risk, 
thousands more in Afghanistan and 
elsewhere and around the world; and 
here at home we have 25.3 million vet-
erans, 376,000 in my State. 

What are we doing in celebration of 
Veterans’ Day? Well, unfortunately, 
the Congress has done little. In fact, I 
would say this is the most antiveteran 
Congress under the most antiveteran 
administration in recent history. 

Mr. Speaker, 150,000 veterans have 
waited 6 months or longer for basic 
health care appointments; 14,000 vet-
erans have been waiting 15 months or 
longer for their expedited disability 
claims; 560,000 disabled veterans are 
subject to the disabled veterans tax. 
Yes, that is right. They are taxed be-
cause they are disabled veterans. It is a 
special tax levied on them. 

The President refused to spend $275 
million in emergency money, but they 
have figured out a way to cut down the 
waiting list for health care. We can 
thank President Bush for that. His ad-
ministration actually cut off 164,000 
veterans from eligibility for health 
care this year, those who do not have 
service-connected disabilities but make 
as little as $25,000 a year. He did find a 
way to reduce the waiting list by elimi-
nating the eligibility of yet another 
group of veterans. Not the first time 
this administration has done that, not 
the last. 

They proposed to double the drug co-
payment for veterans from $7 to $15. 
That was the President’s and the Re-
publican majority’s proposal in this 
House. Luckily, it has not gone for-
ward. 

Finally, the House majority Repub-
licans in their budget resolution cut 
$14 billion over the next 10 years from 
veterans programs. 

Now, to focus particularly on the dis-
abled veterans tax, it is odd in a Con-
gress that can borrow money, which is 
what we are doing because we are run-
ning deficits, that can borrow money 
to give each millionaire an average tax 
cut of $93,000, that can borrow money 
to relieve the horrible burden from 
people who invest for a living, do not 
work for wages, but invest for a living, 
of paying taxes on the dividends on 
their dividend-paying stocks. Not too 
many of these vets that are disquali-
fied have dividend-paying stocks. In 
fact, most Americans do not have divi-
dend-paying stocks. But that investor 
class, they are going to get exempted 
from paying that horrible burden. The 
millionaires, $93,000. We are going to 
borrow the money to give them that 
benefit. But somehow we cannot repeal 
a tax on disabled veterans which says 
that they will be offset dollar for dollar 
their veterans disability benefit which 
they earned against their military re-
tirement pay. These are people who 
gave a career, a lifetime in service for 
their country, and somehow we cannot 
do that. 

Now, there is a bill pending that 
would actually repeal the entire tax. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:02 Nov 07, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K06NO7.178 H06PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-21T14:20:25-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




